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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying by name the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Related Appeals and Interferences 

The following are the related appeals, interferences, and judicial proceedings known to 
the examiner which may be related to, directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing 
on the Board's decision in the pending appeal: 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The appellant's statement of the status of amendments after final rejection contained in 
the brief is correct. 

(5) Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The summary of claimed subject matter contained in the brief is correct. 

(6) Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The appellant's statement of the grounds of rejection to be reviewed on appeal is correct. 

(7) Claims Appendix 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(8) Evidence Relied Upon 

6,243,715 Bogantzetal 6-2001 

20020065919 Taylor etal 9-1955 
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(9) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 

Specification 

The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or other 
form of browser-executable code. Applicant is required to delete the embedded hyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 608.01. 

Page 4 line 30 includes the following executable code 
http://technet.oracle.eom/doc/server.8 1 5/ 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 5-7, 10-16 and 19-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
US Pat No. 6,243,715 issued to Bogantz et al (hereafter Bogantz). 
Claims 5 and 15: 

Bogantz discloses: 
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• determining that the request [Fig 2, 106] is preferably executed at least in part in another 
database system of the plurality [col 6, lines 30-41, the database querying system 106 
determines the replicated database to which it sends the data request/query] 

• redirecting the execution of at least the part of the request to the other database system 
[col 6, lines 60-65, querying process is halted and another database is queried]. 

Claims 6 and 19: 

Bogantz discloses wherein the request includes one or more specifiers referring to objects 
belonging to a plurality thereof in the distributed database system; and the step of determining 
whether the request is preferably executed in the other database system determines that an object 
required for execution of the request is lacking in the database system [col 6, lines 42-50] 
Claims 7 and 16:: 

Bogantz discloses the steps of placing the request in a form required for execution in the 
database system; modifying the form when it has been determined that the request is preferably 
executed at least in part in another database system; and in the step of redirecting, the modified 
form is redirected [query from the database querying system is modified by pointer data, col 7, 
lines 35-45]. 
Claims 10 and 20: 

Bogantz discloses the data storage device contains code which when executed by a 
processor performs the method set forth in claim 5/15 [Fig 3, 1 10]. 
Claims 11 and 21: 

Bogantz discloses the data storage device contains code which when executed by a 
processor performs the method set forth in claim 6/16 [Fig 3, 1 10]. 
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Claims 12 and 22: 

Bogantz discloses the data storage device contains code which when executed by a 
processor performs the method set forth in claim 7/17 [Fig 3, 110] 
Claims 13 and 23: 

Bogantz discloses the data storage device contains code which when executed by a 
processor performs the method set forth in claim 8/18 [Fig 3, 110] 
Claims 14 and 24: 

Bogantz discloses the data storage device contains code which when executed by a 
processor performs the method set forth in claim 9/19 [Fig 3, 110] 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 8 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bogantz 
in view of Pub No US 2002/0065919 to Taylor et al (hereafter Taylor). 
Claims 8 and 17: 

Bogantz discloses the elements of the claimed invention as noted above in claim 5 and 
furthermore the form required for execution is a cursor and in the step of modifying the form the 
cursor is marked for redirection [col 6, lines 50-55] but Bogantz fails to disclose the request 
includes a SQL statement. Taylor discloses a SQL statement [paragraph 171]. It would have 
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been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Bogantz to include the request includes a SQL statement as taught by Taylor for the purpose of 
generating the database by one of a number of commercially available database applications, e.g. 
Oracle, [paragraph 171]. 

' Claims 9 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bogantz 
in view of US Pat No 5,806,074 to Souder et al (hereafter Souder). 
Claims 9 and 18: 

Bogantz discloses the essential elements of the invention as noted above in claims 5 and 
7 except for wherein the request includes a call to a procedure object, and in the step of 
modifying the form, the call is rewritten in the form required for execution as a remote procedure 
call directed to the other database system. Souder discloses wherein the request includes a call to 
a procedure object, and in the step of modifying the form, the call is rewritten in the form 
required for execution as a remote procedure call directed to the other database system [col 2, 
lines 51-53]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Bogantz to include wherein the request includes a call to a 
procedure object, and in the step of modifying the form, the call is rewritten in the form required 
for execution as a remote procedure call directed to the other database system as taught by 
Souder for the purpose of queuing a request in the local system [col 2, lines 50-63]. 
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(10) Response to Argument 
Appellant Argues: 

Appellant on page 4 states "Examiner must consequently interpret Applicants' distributed 
database system that includes a plurality of database systems not simply as a database 
implemented on a network but rather as a database system that itself includes database systems. 
Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Examiner is confused by above explanation by Appellant of 
the claim language "a distributed database system." Particularly, Appellant makes no distinction 
between "a plurality of database systems" and a "distributed database system." 

The above definition by Appellant of "distributed database system" implies that two or 
more database systems are inevitably a "distributed database system." This is not correct. One 
of ordinary skill in the art knows that two or more database systems may be isolated and not 
share any functionality and therefore, would not be considered as a "distributed database system" 
One of ordinary skill in the art would expect some degree of shared functionality, such as file 
sharing or file duplication between two or more database systems such that the two or more 
database systems comprise a "distributed database system." 

An attempt will be made to interpret the claim language "a distributed database system" 
in light of the specification. Appellant on page 2 of the Appeal Brief maps the claim limitations 
of claim 5 which includes "a distributed database system" to the specification, i.e., page 12, line 
18 through page 13, line 14 which for the reader's convenience is given below. 



Application/Control Number: 09/881,501 
Art Unit: 2161 



Page 9 



Database system 201 in FIG. 2 includes a redirecting database system 203 which is a modified 
materialized view site and a redirection target database system 229 which is a master site for 
redirecting database system 203. Redirecting database system 203 has the global name DBS_1 
and redirection target database system 229 has the global name DBS_2. At the highest level, 
database system 201 operates as follows: 

1 . Database system 203 receives an SQL request 204; 

2. Database system 203 attempts to execute the SQL request; as part of executing the SQL 
request, database system 203 parses the request. As part of parsing the request, database system 
203 determines whether the request can be executed in database system 203 or must be 
redirected to database system 229. In the former case, database system 203 executes the request 
and returns the data 206 resulting from the execution to the source of the SQL request; 

3. If the request must be redirected, a miss has occurred and database 203 redirects part or all of 
the SQL request to database system 229, as shown by arrow 23 1 ; 

4. Database system 229 executes the redirected portion of the SQL request and returns the 
results to database system 203 (arrow 233), which integrates it with any part of the results 
obtained in database system 203 and returns the complete results 206 to the source of SQL 
request 204. 

There are many reasons why a miss may occur. Perhaps the most common is that an object 
referred to in the request is not present in database system 203; another is that the request 
updates an object and the object is read only in database system 203 but updateable in database 
229; a third is that the request uses information about an object that may be different in database 
system 203 and in database 229; a for the is that the user making the request has privileges in 
database system 203 that prohibit the request and privileges in database 229 that allow it. 

The above section of the specification which Appellant in the Appeal Brief references for 
support of the claim limitation "a distributed database" does not provide antecedent basis for the 
claim limitation. Examiner searched in vain for an explicit and deliberate definition of "a 
distributed database system." In fact, "distributed database" does not appear in above section of 
the specification which Appellant maintains provides support for the elements of claim 5 which 
includes "a distributed database." 

Furthermore, identifier 201 (bottom left hand corner of FIG. 2) is designated in above 
specification excerpt as "Database System 201." It appears that Appellant considers Database 
System 201 to be a "distributed database system." However, per above excerpt from the 
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specification, Database system 201 includes a redirecting database system 203 which is a 
modified materialized view site and a redirection target database system 229 which is a master 
site for redirecting database system 203. One of ordinary skill in the art would be unable to 
determine what is distributed among above database systems such that the plurality of database 
systems can be categorized as a "distributed database system." 

As evidenced above, Appellant has failed to specifically and deliberately define the claim 
language "a distributed database system." Examiner resorts to the following specialized 
dictionaries for an art-accepted definition of "a distributed database system." 

distributed database: 

a database implemented on a network. The component partitions are distributed over various 
nodes (stations) of the network. Depending on the specific update and retrieval traffic, 
distributing the database can significantly enhance overall performance. 1 

distributed database: 

A database that consists of two or more data files located at different sites on a computer 
network. Because the database are distributed, different users can access it without interfering 
with one another. However, the database management system (DBMS) must periodically 
synchronize the scattered databases to make sure that they all have consistent data. The DBMS 



1 Microsoft Computer Dictionary, Fifth Edition 
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is a software interface between the distributed database(s). A DBMS handles user requests for 
database actions and allows for control of security and data integrity. 2 



Examiner maintains the disclosure by Bogantz is consistent with above dictionary 
definitions of "a distributed database system." Bogantz discloses the following in column 5, line 
65 through column 6, line 40: 

Referring now to FIG. 2, a database system 100 according to the present invention is illustrated. The 
database system 100 comprises a plurality of replicated databases 101-103, a database provisioning system 
104 and a database querying system 106. Each of the plurality of replicated databases 101-103 includes a 
plurality of substantially identical records. It will be appreciated by those skilled in the art that one or more 
of the replicated databases 101-103 may include one or more records that the other databases do not 
include. Each of the records in each of the databases 101-103 include fields of data. Each record in each of 
the databases 101-103 includes a pointer field comprising pointer data indicating a selected database as 
described herein. Each of the databases 101-103 also includes a memory queue. It will be appreciated by 
those skilled in the art that the number of replicated databases shown in FIG. 2 is illustrative only and that 
the database system 100 may comprise any reasonable number of replicated databases as appropriate for 
the particular application for which it is being used. 

3 

, The database provisioning system 104 is configured to assure that the data in the replicated databases 
101-103 is accurate and accessible. The database provisioning system 104 is also configured to update the 
records in each of the replicated databases 101-103 as needed, primarily by performing write operations to 
respective records. The update operation must be accurate so that the records in all of the replicated 
databases 1 1-13 are consistent with each other. The database provisioning system 104 includes a database 
provisioning system processor 110 that is programmed to control the process of updating the records in the 
replicated databases 101-103. 

4 

The database querying system 106 is configured to retrieve specific records from the databases 101-103 
as requested by one of a number of database users 108 accessing the database system 100, The actual 
database accessed by the database querying system 1 06 is transparent to the database user because the 
database querying system 106 determines the replicated database to which it sends the data request/query. 
As with most replicated database systems, the database querying system 106 may choose a different 
database for subsequent requests of the same data, e.g., database 102 accessed first to retrieve a first record 
with database 101 then being accessed second to retrieve the first record. 



Bogantz in Figure 2. discloses a database system 100 which comprises a plurality of 
database systems, i.e., database 101, database 102, database 103. The database system 100 also 
includes a database provisioning system 104, and a database querying system 106. The database 



2 Webopedia, Online Computer Dictionary 
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provisioning system 104 is configured to assure that the data in the replicated databases 101-103 
is.accurate and accessible. The database querying system 106 is configured to retrieve specific 
records from the databases 101-103 as requested by one on a number of users 108. Furthermore, 
Bogantz discloses a network (double arrow) between all of the above. The database system 100 
disclosed by Bogantz is clearly in compliance with above dictionary definitions of "a distributed 
database" because database system 100 includes; (1) a plurality of databases 101-103, (2) a 
network, and (3) a database management system (DBMS) comprising a provisioning system 104 
and a database querying system 106. 

Examiner has correctly interpreted the claim language "a distributed database system" 
per art-accepted definitions and has correctly proved that Bogantz anticipates "a distributed 
database system." Furthermore, examiner has correctly interpreted the claim language "a 
plurality of database systems" per art-accepted definitions and has correctly proved that Bogantz 
anticipates "a plurality of database systems." 

Appellant Argues: 

Appellant states on page 6 that "Bogantz does not disclose redirecting that part of the 
execution to the other database system. " 
Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. The above claim limitation needs to be interpreted in light of 
the specification. Appellant on page 2 of the Appeal Brief maps the limitations of claim 5 which 
include "that part of the execution to the other database system" to specification page 12, line 23 
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through page 13, line 14. The most relevant language in the above referenced specification, 
section is on page 13, lines 1-3: 

If the request must be redirected, a miss has occurred and database system 203 redirects part or 
all of the SQL request to database system 229, as shown by arrow 231. 

In accordance with above excerpt from the specification, examiner will interpret the 
claim language "that part of the execution to the other database system" to mean that per the 
specification, particularly, FIG 2, the initial request is directed to DBS 1, and a subsequent 
request is directed to DBS 2. There is no indication that part (emphasis added) of the request is 
redirected to DBS 2 because the entire request is redirected to database DB 2. It is not possible 
from the specification to determine how a preferable part of the execution is redirected to another 
database. Figure 2, includes DBS 1 and DBS 2; it is unclear what part of the request is 
"preferably" executed at DB 1 and which part of the request is preferably executed at DB 2. 

Therefore, examiner interprets the claim limitation "that part of the execution to the other 
database system" in accordance with the specification to mean part of the execution is initially 
performed at DB 1 by virtue of the fact that the request is initially directed to DB 1 (refer FIG. 2 
of the specification) and if the request cannot be executed at DB 1, a subsequent part of the 
request execution occurs when the request is directed to DB 2. 

In accordance with the above interpretation of the claim language "redirecting that part of 
the execution to the other database system" the following disclosure by Bogantz anticipates 
above claim limitation. Bogantz discloses in column 6, lines 50-65 the following: 
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The provisioning system processor 1 10 is programmed so that when a record in each of the databases 101- 
103 needs to be updated, the provisioning system 104 selects one of the databases 101-103 as the requery 
or selected database (SDB). The remaining databases are referred to as non-selected databases (NSDBs). 
Accordingly, any queries from the querying system 106 that access records that are in the process of being 
updated are redirected to the selected database. If during query processing by the database queried by the 
querying system 106, it is determined that the record that the user requested is being updated by the 
provisioning system 104, the queried database will halt processing of the request and launch a request back 
. to the database querying system 106 to transmit this query to the specified selected database. The requery is 
completely transparent to the user. 



Bogantz discloses that a query is redirected to an other database if the query is directed to 
a first database which is in the process of being updated with new data. Obviously, the query has 
to be redirected to an other database because a database in the process of being updated will be 
locked such that it cannot be separately queried (accessed) by another database system. 
Appellant Argues: 

Appellant states on page 9 that Bogantz does not disclose regarding claims 6 and 19 the 
limitation "determines that an object required for execution of the request is lacking in the 
particular database system." 
Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. 
Bogantz discloses in column 6, lines 50-65 the following: 

The provisioning system processor 1 10 is programmed so that when a record in each of the databases 101- 
103 needs to be updated, the provisioning system 104 selects one of the databases 101-103 as the requery 
or selected database (SDB). The remaining databases are referred to as non-selected databases (NSDBs). 
Accordingly, any queries from the querying system 106 that access records that are in the process of being 
updated are redirected to the selected database. If during query processing by the database queried by the 
querying system 106, it is determined that the record that the user requested is being updated by the 
provisioning system 104, the queried database will halt processing of the request and launch a request back 
to the database querying system 106 to transmit this query to the specified selected database. The requery is 
completely transparent to the user. 
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Examiner maintains that the above disclosure by Bogantz that the query must be 
redirected to another database because the first database is in the process of being updated and 
therefore, the object is not available in the first database. 
Appellant Argues: ^ 

Appellant states on page 9 regarding claims 7 and 16 that Bogantz does not disclose the 
claim limitation "places the request in a form required for execution in the particular database 
system." 

Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. During examination, examiner must give claim limitations 
their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the specification without importing limitations 
from the specification. 

form: 3 

(1) A structured document with spaces reserved for entering information and often containing 
special coding as well. 

(2) In some applications (especially databases), a structured window, box, or other self- 
contained presentation element with predefined areas for entering or changing information. A 
form is a visual filter for the underlying data it is presenting, generally offering the advantages of 
better data organization and greater ease of viewing. 

(3) In programming, a metalanguage (such as Backus-Naur form) used to describe the syntax of 
a language. * 



3 Microsoft Computer Dictionary, Fifth Edition 
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It is clearly obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that none (emphasis added) of the 
above definitions apply to the claim language "places the request in a form required for 
execution in the particular database system." 

Examiner will resort to a general purpose dictionary. 4 Form is defined as "orderly 
arrangement." 



Bogantz discloses the following in column 7, lines 35-60: 

Each of the non-selected databases 102, 103 transmits a ready-to-commit acknowledgment signal to the 
provisioning system 104. The ready-to-commit acknowledgment signal indicates that the transaction 
was received, the update data was placed in the memory queue and the pointer data was written in 
the pointer field of the record being updated. If a query from the database querying system 106 is 
processed by one of the non-selected databases 102, 103 before the pointer field is updated with the pointer 
data, the query is processed by the queried database using the "old" data. If a query from the database 
querying system 106 is processed by one of the non-selected databases 102, 103 after the ready-to-commit 
acknowledgment signal was transmitted to provisioning system 104, the query is re-directed. As the ready- 
to-commit acknowledgment signal indicates that the pointer field in the record has been updated with the 
pointer data, the queried database will transmit a selected database requery signal to the database querying 
system 106. The selected database requery signal instructs the querying system 106 that the record queried 
is being updated and the query should be directed to the selected database 101 as specified by the pointer 
data. The querying system-106 will then query the selected database 101 and the query will be processed 
using the "old" data. All database queries to the record being updated are thus processed consistently with 
the "old" data. Accordingly, database synchronicity is assured during the first phase of provisioning. 



Examiner maintains above disclosure of a ready-to-commit acknowledgement implies 
that the inquiry was received and furthermore, that the inquiry was in the correct form. 



Appellant Argues: 

Appellant states on page 10 that with regard to claims 8 and 17, that the claim limitations 
are not taught by the cited prior art . 



4 Webster's New World College Dictionary, Fourth Edition. 
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Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Bogantz discloses the elements of the claimed invention as 
noted above in claim 5 and furthermore the form required for execution is a cursor and in the 
step of modifying the form the cursor is marked for redirection [col 6, lines 50-55] but Bogantz 
fails to disclose the request includes a SQL statement. Taylor discloses a SQL statement 
[paragraph 171]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Bogantz to include the request includes a SQL statement as taught 
by Taylor for the purpose of generating the database by one of a number of commercially 
available database applications, e.g. Oracle. [Taylor, paragraph 171]. 
Appellant Argues: 

Appellant states on page 10 regarding claims 9 and 18 that the claim limitations are not 
taught by the cited prior art. 
Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. Bogantz discloses the essential elements of the invention as 
noted above in claims 5 and 7 except for wherein the request includes a call to a procedure 
object, and in the step of modifying the form, the call is rewritten in the form required for 
execution as a remote procedure call directed to the other database system. Souder discloses 
wherein the request includes a call to a procedure object, and in the step of modifying the form, 
the call is rewritten in the form required for execution as a remote procedure call directed to the 
other database system [col 2, lines 51-53]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify Bogantz to include wherein the request 
includes a call to a procedure object, and in the step of modifying the form, the call is rewritten 
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in the form required for execution as a remote procedure call directed to the other database 
system as taught by Souder for the purpose of queuing a request in the local system [col 2, lines 
50-63]. 

(11) Related Proceeding(s) Appendix 

No decision rendered by a court or the Board is identified by the examiner in the Related 
Appeals and Interferences section of this examiner's answer. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Conferees: 




SPE2160 
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